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3. . :
Projected Schedule: Number of sites

February 1970 e cccmmccccme—=

March 1978

April 1976 e

Moy 1976 e

June 1976..-

JUY 1976 e eme

4} 260. :

5. $167,137.

6. .
Personnel . oveccceccmmmae e
Travel oo -
Rent and utilities. .
Communications _._
Supplies oceoeeoeooo
Equipment ...

OO O TR

© OtRer ceccrcmcmcccmmcen— e ————

Federal grant. oo oo
Project income.

Local match. e

TOtAl e e 167, 137

5. Not applicable (First program . year: .

1975-76.)

In-kind Services

{(a) Counclli on Aging client trans-~

portation .o $17, 350
(b) Individual client transport.. 5,513
(¢) Project income. o eoooneocuan 9, 500

TOLAl oo 32,363

- Plus many volunteer hours.

Number of meals per day: Cost per meal

3-199 e crmmr e $1.30
200-209 ... ——— 120
SO0 OF MNOT@ . e e mmm = 1.10

10. Not applicable (First program Jyear:
1975-76.) : ’

11, Yes.

12,
December 1975:

1. Personnel:

CONGRES

27. Qur prograta currently has a food serv-
fce contract with the clty's vocational hizh
school. We are also exploring the possibliivy
of including a private, profit maxing caterer
in order to accommodate our client growth as
we expand into other communities.

28. All our maals are prepared by a local
vocational school. :

29. Not applicable.

30. The 1975-76 percent of total T-7 Par-

“ticipants: Urban 79 percent; and Rural 2%

percent. The 1976-77 Projected percent of
total T-7 Participants: Urban 61 percent;

and Rural 39 percent.

31.
Percentug2

Providers of client transportation. of use
Councils on AgINZ oo commeae 75
RSV.P. e e 1
Participants transporting other par~

LiCIPANES o e 23
Contractual agreement with individ-

uals using personal vehicle .. o...

32. No. The small passenger vehicles of the
Councils on Aging limits the numbsr of par-
ticipants we can transport to a coungregale
meal site. This problem is further com-
pounded in that the CoA vehicles are com-
mitted to transportation functions other
than the Title VII Program,

33. Yes. -

34. Not applicable.

35. Total dollars credit will translate into
a daily increase in the-number of meals
served per day.

36. A. About 15-20 percent of the time,
comparable items to USDA could be locally
purchased at the same price or lower.

B. Not applicable.

37. Yes.

48. - 5

Homeboundi

Present schedule: meals per day
January 1976 ... ... e e ——— 10-15
February 1976
March 1976 e
April 1976
May 1976
June 1975

) e e ———— $660. 00 July 1976
1 Assistant Site Manager.. .- 184. 00 39.
1 Supportive Services Covordi-
NALOT e mma e 667. 00 ;é(,me&
Progro 1201 o S —— $33.00 Soun .
1 ram Director ’meal; c"tf‘ -
: serve ome-
SUbLOtal —ocmmoommoooowa--m 2, 344,00 parday Costper  bound  Costper
¥Fringe (15 percent) ..o~ 357.00 Scheduls  (average) meal  container monih
Personnel tobal. .o ocommeoi 2,696.00 oo
2. Rental and malntenance 340.00 “August1975.. 7 $1.33  $0.165  $209.30
. SuUpplies e 49,27 ' Septeinber -
3. Supp ——— 1975_-."5. 7 {.33 -152 Zgg
. - October 1975. 8 .30 .18 3.
TOtal wme e oo 3, 086. 27 T Nov(:amber "-; N ,
13. 22 percent. ) Deléé?rrt\si]é;"- 8 1.30 2185 23840
14, 100 percent. : V9/5. ... 9 1.30 155 253.70
15. Out of what funds, if any, does the Jfar;)uary 1975. 13 1.30 .182 38012
balance cowme? Not applicable. ebruary . s o
16. 25 percent. Prafected T BooLmo L e
17, No. ttarch 1976.. 13 1.20 15 515.80
©18. Yes. 250-300 people on waiting list. April 1976 . 22 - L1 215 554. 43
19. Diticult to determine since we have ?L“':\Yﬂllgq'fs-«-- %; }{g -%E g;ggg
only been in operatlon for § months and Ju‘,;ms_‘_': % - 110 ‘16 755. (0
are expending the program.
20. Mopefuliy, all. Total (in-
21. 100 percent (estimated). {‘r';‘:n
22. $195,000-230,000 (estimated). por-
23. 5~7 Site locations. Tt YR t5 11503
24. 3.87 days (mean average).
25. Weather conditions, seasonal changes, 1 Estimated;

menu changes, sickness and death account
for most of the varlation of participatton.

*Oour program attempts to maintain a rela-

tively stable dally attendance by cslling
upon & hool of “stand-by” porticipants (1e.,
individunls walting to participate In the
meals program as cancellations occur.
28. Additlonal program operation is re-
quired to determine if n “planned” or “sea-
sonal” variation flexibility i3 needed.

40. 3.1 percent,

41. A mixture.

42. The 2% towns in the service area the
program 15 responsible for has spproximate-
1y 17,000 elderly with an estimated 8-10
percent needlng homebound service, or 1,366
to 1,700 lnpdividuals.

43. No. But, additional funds twould s
required to support the costs of » home

_ Approved For Release 2007/06/14 : CIA-RDP99-00498R000100030054-2

. CIA DESTRUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

<

STAT

deiivered imeal program  (L.e, homebound
mesl containers and iransportation of
meais). :

a4t Al foods ure prepared sali free, other
than what i3 contained naturally or added
by the meal participant.. :

45. No. .

46. Mot appiicable. o

47. XNu‘rition education programs ars
planned for our developing Title VII pro-
grain.

48. Niirition education will be provided by
the County Extension Sarvice at no cost
to Titie VII.

40, actual training results of nuirition
educarion will bacome concrete once the
program has been impleraented. :

50. Less than 1 percent of our meal par-
ticipants receive food stamps.

5i. Yes, as we expand our program in
new areas, . .

52. Poillowing information: -

Ratings

Comratnities: ~
Northamptol ccwcccamr e vemaa 10
Fastaamplon  ceeeeceeemaee o 10

____________ o n v 0

Westfield (Site opens) February 2,

- 1958,

53. Information and referrals, escort and
transportation, recreational activties, nutri-.
tion education (scheduled).

4. Administrative costs for supportive.|
cervizes i3 estimated to be less iban $350,000
a yezr. plus the salary of the Supportive .
Barvices Coordinator (37,000-9,500).

T~

Ar. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on June
4, following reports that the Central In-
telligence Agency plauned to destroy cer-
tain records it had gathered during the
course of the recent congressional inves« |
tigations, I wrote Director Bush urging
that the destruction not take place.
Whise I had not had the opportunity to
review the applicable Federal records--
retention laws, it seemed to me that time
was needed by a number of interested
committees to determine whether there
was any further need or use for those |
documents. I was also concerned thald
some of the records may be relevant
to litigation or pending requests for in--
formation under the Freedom of Infor-;
mation Act. - ]

It seems to me, Mr. President, that,
every time the document shredder has
been activated in recent years, it has:
been tne public interest that has wound
up in the incinerator. ITT skredded doc-
uments concerning its antitrust setile-
meni. The FPC shredded records regard~
ing its natural gas survey. Then FBI Di-
rector L. Patrick Gray “deep sixed” files
from the White House plumbers. Presi-
dent Nixon's Committee to Re-elect sent
V/aiergate-related materials through the
etectric chopper. And the CIA itself mys+

ariously destroyed documents relating
to its drug-testing program. - 1.

I was pleased to receive Director
Busnh's response before the recess, in-
dicating that there would be a moratori-
um on any file destruction, that the Sen-
zte Select Committes on Intelligence
would receive schedules of records to be
destroyved in advance of destruction. and
that no records subject to pending FOLA
or Privacy Act requests would be de~
stroyed. Furtnermore, the-Natlonal Ar-
chives will have to approve the legality

- N




